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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



Based on the Request for Reexamination filed on February 18 , 2004, the examiner 



withdraws the final rejection filed on December 18 , 2003. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which 
it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. Specifically, Claim 1 recites 
"receiving a generic command from the user" where the generic command is validated based on 
u a prescribed generic command format" (lines 3-5). It is unclear how a generic command can 
have a prescribed format. This seems to contradict the idea of a generic command that is given a 
'best match' corresponding to a number of 'respective command formats' of computer programs. 
Isn't a command with a "prescribed command format" inherently a specific command, since it 
has a specific command format? Claims 10, 14, and 23 are rejected for similar reasons. Claims 2- 
9, 11-13, 15-22, and 24-26 are rejected for being dependent on a rejected parent claim. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shieber et al. (U.S. 
Patent Number 6,138,098) in view of Belknap et al. (US. Patent Number 6,516,356). 

In regard to Claim 1, Shieber teaches the following: (a) receiving a command from the 
user (Column 3, lines 35-40); (b) validating the command based on a command parse tree 
(Column 3, lines 40-49); (c) issuing a prescribed command based on the matched element 
(Column 3, lines 50-56). Shieber does not teach that the command is a generic command, 
Belknap, however, does teach inputting a generic command into a command parser, which then 
applies a specific command to a specific media device (Column 1, lines 45-57). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to perform 
the method of receiving a command from the user, validating the command based on a command 
parse tree, and issuing a prescribed command based on the matched element, as taught by 
Shieber, where the command is a generic command, as taught by Belknap, since this allows a 
level of abstraction for specifying commands for a plurality of programs with different command 
formats. 

In regard to Claim 10, Shieber teaches: (a) a parser having a command parse tree 
configured for validating a command from the user (Column 3, lines 57-60) the parser 
identifying one of the elements as a best match relative to the command (Column 12, lines 23- 
28); (b) a translator configured for issuing commands for the management programs according to 
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the respective command formats, the parser outputting a prescribed command to a s the translator 
based on the identified one element (Figure 2, item 74). Shieber does not teach that the command 
is a generic command nor does he teach a plurality of translators. Belknap, however, does teach 
inputting a generic command into a command parser, which then applies a specific command to 
a specific media device (Column 1, lines 45-57) and also teaches a plurality of translators (Figure 
1, item 15). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to configure a system including a parser having a command parse tree 
configured for validating a command from the user, the parser identifying one of the elements as 
a best match relative to the command, and a translator configured for issuing commands for the 
management programs according to the respective command formats, the parser outputting a 
prescribed command to a s the translator based on the identified one element, as taught by 
Shieber, where the command is a generic command and the translator comprises a plurality of 
translators, as taught by Belknap, since this allows a level of abstraction for specifying 
commands for a plurality of programs with different command formats. 

Claim 14 is a medium Claim that corresponds with method Claim 1, and Claim 14 is 
rejected for the same reasons as Claim 1, where Shieber teaches a medium (Figure 1) for 
carrying out said method of Claim 1 . 

Claim 23 contains limitations that have already been addressed in the rejection of Claim 
10, and Claim 23 is rejected for the same reasons as Claim 10. 

6. Claims 2-9, 11-13, 15-22, and 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shieber et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,138,098) in view of Belknap et al. (U.S. 
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Patent Number 6,516,356) and further in view of Hancock et al (U.S. Patent Number 
6,397,283). 

In regard to Claim 2, Shieber and Belknap teach the method of claim 1, but do not teach a 
table for associating user commands with acceptable commands containing tokens, nor does he 
teach determining the presence of a matching token in the tree. Hancock, however, does teach 
such a table as well as matching tokens from the command string and the command table 
(Column 8, lines 48-67, and Column 9, lines 1-4). Therefore it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to perform the command processing 
method of Claim 1 as taught by Shieber and Belknap, where the commands are compared to a 
table for associating user commands with acceptable commands containing tokens and the 
presence of a matching token in the tree is determined, as taught by Hancock, since a table 
allows for fast lookup and parsing of a command. 

In regard to Claim 3, Shieber teaches traversing the parse tree recursively (Column 3, 
lines 46-52 and Figure 6, items 142 and 152). 

In regard to Claim 4, Shieber teaches issuing the action based on the command string that 
matched the command (Column 50-56). 

In regard to Claim 5, Shieber teaches a translator that converts a generic command into a 
prescribed command (Figure 2, item 74). 

In regard to Claim 6, Shieber teaches a best match functionality (Column 12, lines 23- 



In regard to Claim 7, Shieber teaches that the command is related to a management 
program (Abstract). 



28). 
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In regard to Claim 8, Shieber teaches a best match functionality (Column 12, lines 23- 



28). 



In regard to Claim 9, Shieber teaches that the command is related to a management 
program (Abstract). 

Claims 15-22 are medium Claims that corresponds with method Claims 2-9, respectively, 
and are rejected for the same reasons as Claims 2-9, respectively, where Shieber teaches a 
medium (Figure 1) for carrying out said method of Claims 2-9. 

Claims 11-13 and 24-26 are system Claims that corresponds with method Claims 2-4, 
respectively, and are rejected for the same reasons as Claims 2-4, respectively, where Shieber 
teaches a system (Figure 1) for carrying out said method of Claims 2-4. 



7. Applicant's arguments filed February 18 , 2004 have been folly considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Specifically, with respect to the argument of the definition of "generic command", the 
applicant is directed to the newly rejected Claims 1, 10, 14, and 23, which includes Belknap as 
new art. Belknap does teach receiving a generic command, and using a specific command to 
execute a plurality of programs (Column 1, lines 45-57), This art is meant to support Shieber, 
which still discloses parsing and issuing commands based on a best match. 

Furthermore, the applicant claims that Shieber teaches that since the parse tree is 
rewritten several times by a rewriter, the command is not validated based on the command parse 
tree. However, this is untrue. The rewrite rules do validate commands on the parse tree by 



Response to Arguments 



# 
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matching commands on the tree (identifying one of the elements) (Column 3, lines 46-49). The 
applicant also argues that since the parse tree is converted into a command string, then a single 
element on the tree not used to issue a prescribed command, as taught in the present invention. 
However, the element detected in the present invention is not the command given to the 
management program. It is fed into a translator (Figure 1 of the present invention), which 
converts the command into a specific instruction. Shieber, too, matches commands in the 
command parse tree with known commands and converts the parse tree based on the given 
command. 

Finally, with regard to the motivation of combining of Shieber and Hancock, the 
examiner stands by the motivation for combining the references as stated in the Final Rejection 
mailed on December 18 th , 2003. Both Shieber and Hancock teach command parsers and 
command parsing, and thus would be obvious to combine the two arts to derive the features and 
benefits of both. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenneth A Gross whose telephone number is (703) 305-0542. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 7:30-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q Dam can be reached on (703) 305-4552. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 



Conclusion 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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